
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPCfT$X~CFN‘CCHVEMlSSlON I ..I I_ . 
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TOM FORESE 

SUSAN BITTER SMITH - CHAIRMAN 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF ) DOCKET NO. E-01933A-15-0239 
TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY FOR 
APPROVAL OF ITS 2016 RENEWABLE 
ENERGY STANDARD IMPLEMENTATION 

SUPPLEMENT TO TUCSON 
ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY’S 

1 APPLICATION 
PLAN. 1 

Tucson Electric Power Company (“TEP” or the “Company”) hereby supplements its 

Application in this docket to provide supplemental information on its Energy Storage System 

(“ESS”) solicitation and evaluation. 

I. BACKGROUND. 

I 

TEP filed its 2016 Renewable Energy Standard Tariff Plan on July 1, 2015 (“2016 Plan”). 

The Company included preliminary information regarding its ESS solicitation in the plan. TEP 

indicated that, in June 2015, it had issued a solicitation to lease a utility-scale 10 MW capacity ESS, 

in order to review the cost-effectiveness of available technologies and product offerings. TEP 

retained Accion Group, LLC to be the third-party independent monitor for the ESS solicitation. 

Twenty-one qualified vendors submitted bids, as described in the plan. At the time of the filing of 

the 2016 Plan, the submitted bids were under review. In its 2016 Plan, TEP indicated that it would 

provide updated information on its ESS solicitation. 

See 20 16 REST Plan at pages 7-8 located at http://images.edoeket.azcc.gov/docketpdflOOOO 1624 1 O.pdf-. 
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11. ESS SOLICITATION REPORT SUMMARY. 

Attached to this filing is the public version of the Accion Group report.* This report contains 

a detailed evaluation of the solicitation, bid process, procurement site, technologies bid, and the 

evaluation process. The ESS solicitation provided the Company with an in-depth look at the 

complexity and breadth of the various technologies associated with storage. Further, the premise of 

the solicitation was to provide the Company with a technology that would primarily provide 

frequency response at pre-determined set points, followed by voltage & VAR support, ramp rate 

control, and energy storage as required. 

The aggressive nature of the bidding companies far exceeded the expectations of the 

Company. Consequently, the Company was able to select two winning bids: 

0 One company will provide a 10 MW, Lithium Nickel-Manganese-Cobalt (NMC) facility; 

and 

A separate company will provide a 10 MW, Lithium Titanate (LTO) facility together with 

a 2 MW solar facility. 

0 

Each of these projects represents a significant opportunity for TEP, who will be able to (i) 

obtain up to 20 MW of total storage capacity for less than the Company’s original cost estimate to 

acquire 10 MW and (ii) assess the operational impacts of two of the predominant Lithium 

technologies available today.3 In order to protect the Company and its customers, these contracts are 

based on pay-for-performance, insulating the customer from poor-performance risks associated with 

new technologies such as energy storage. 

* Due to the competitive nature of the solicitation, and the fact that these projects have not received 
authorization from the Commission to proceed and receive recovery, the names of the final project selections 
and associated bidders are being kept confidential. Also, pricing associated with the specific projects will not 
be released, as those prices are competitively sensitive. 

This is because the 
Company provided the bidders with very detailed specifications for the storage solution; and it is evident that 
all of the Li-Ion technologies are capable of achieving those specifications. A copy of the technical 
specifications can be provided upon request. 

All but one of the bids involved Lithium-Ion (“Li-Ion”) based battery solutions. 3 
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111. ESTIMATED COST IMPACT TO CUSTOMERS. 

TEP had requested guidance from the Commission in its 2015 REST Implementation Plan as 

to how the costs of new storage technologies should be recovered. The Commission ultimately 

ordered that the “current preference for cost recovery resulting for a project resulting from the [TEP’s 

ESS] solicitation is through the [Purchased Power and Fuel Adjustor Clause (“PPFAC”)] .”4 While 

the individual costs of the projects are to remain confidential, the overall impact to the customer can 

be seen below in Table 1 : 

Table 1. ESS Solicitation Estimated Customer Cost Impact 

A q  increase for 
800 kWh/month No. TlFP PPFAC Rate Calculation Effective 4/1/15 Storage included Difference 

1 Forward Component Rate $ 0.003637 $ 0.003805 $ 0.000168 $ 0.1342 

2 True-Up Component Rate $ 0.003183 $ 0.003183 $ - $  

3 PPFACRate (Ll+L2) $ 0.006820 $ 0.006987 $ 0.000168 $ 0.134173 

4 Average Base Rate April 1 $ 0.032335 $ 0.032335 $ - $  

5 Average Total Rate (W+L4) $ 0.039155 $ 0.039322 $ 0.000168 $ 0.134173 

The overall annual costs associated with both projects have been hypothetically included in 

the Company’s previously approved 2015 PPFAC to show the impact on a per-kWh basis. As noted 

in Table 1, by including the cost of both storage projects, the per-kWh impact is $0.000168, or a little 

over 13 cents per month for a customer whose average monthly usage is 800 kWh per month. 

IV. CONCLUSION. 

The Company firmly believes this is an extraordinarily cost-effective storage solution that 

presents an excellent opportunity for the Company to take a leading role in energy storage 

deployment. The Company requests specific authorization to proceed with these projects and recover 

See Decision No. 74884 (December 3 1,2014) at pages 16,21. 4 
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the annual costs associated with the projects through the Company’s PPFAC, as part of the approval 

of its 201 6 REST Implementation Plan. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 16th day of September 2015. 

R COMPANY 

Michael W. Patten 
SNELL & WILMER L.L.P 
One Arizona Center 
400 East Van Buren Street 1900 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
Tucson Electric Power Company 

Original an1 

and 

Bradley S. Carroll 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
88 East Broadway Blvd., MS HQE910 
P. 0. Box 71 1 
Tucson, Arizona 85702 
Attorneys for Tucson Electric Power Company 

copies of the foregoing 
filed this 1 6th day of September, 201 5,  with: 

Docket Control 
4rizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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Copiesthof the foregoing hand-delivered/mailed 
this 16 day of September, 20 15, to the following: 

Jane Rodda 
Administrative Law Judge 
Hearing Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Brian Smith 
Wesley Van Cleve 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Bob Gray 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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FINAL REPORT OF THE INDEPENDENT EVALUATOR 
RE: TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY, INC. 

2015 REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR ENERGY STORAGE SOLUTIONS 
September 4,2015 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Accion Group, LLC (“Accion”) was selected by Tucson Electric Power Company, Inc. (“TEP” or the 
“Company”) t o  serve as the Independent Evaluator (“1,”) for i ts  2015 Request for Proposals for Energy 
Storage Solutions (“RFP” or “ESS RFP”). This, our final report, reviews the action taken by TEP in the 
development and conduct of the 2015 Energy Storage Solutions, Bid receipts on June 19, 2015 and the 
initial ranking of Bids. 

Tucson Electric Power Company issued this RFP on April 24, 2015. The IE reviewed the draft RFP 
documents prior to  their release and reviewed the content and scope with TEP personnel. Prior to  the 
receipt of Bids the IE participated in al l  exchanges with Bidders, including the Bidders’ conference held on 
May 12, 2015, and the Pre-Bid Meeting and Site Visit on May 20, 2015. 

The Company engaged the services of the IE to  evaluate and monitor the RFP process to  ensure 
the RFP was conducted fairly and without bias towards or against any Bidder. Accion has served in this 
capacity with the Company in the past, and is well acquainted with the protocols and standards employed 
by TEP, as well as the evaluation methodology the Company uses. Accion is also well acquainted with the 
TEP system and i t s  needs. 

The IE worked closely with TEP personnel throughout the RFP process. In addition, Accion created 
and operated the tepes.accionpower.com Website (“Website”) used for al l  communications between 
prospective Bidders and TEP prior to  the receipt of Bids, and through which TEP conducted the post-Bid 
exchanges with Bidders when clarification was required. Through the Website, Accion had access to  all 
RFP-related materials, and reviewed all exchanges with Bidders prior to  and after Bids were received. All 
communications were date and time stamped and retained for review by regulators, should that be 
requested. 

The IE Website provided an online Bid Form that required Bidders to  meet specific threshold 
standards and requirements before their Bid would be accepted. Potential Bidders were encouraged to  
ask questions during the Bidders’ Conference and the Site Visit. All questions during the Bidders’ 
Conference and the Si t  Visit were answered in writing on the Website. Bidders were additionally 
encouraged to  use the Q&A feature on the IE Website where TEP provided a timely response to  each 
question. TEP also provided FAQs on the Website as a guide to  assist Bidders in determining whether to  
participate in the RFP. 

The IE was available to  Bidders throughout the process. The RFP Website provided a direct 
message feature through which Bidders could contact the IE. The identity of the IE was well publicized 
and Bidders could easily find the IE’s telephonic or email contact information, as some chose to  do. Accion 
maintains a national practice and for that reason was known to a number of the registered Bidders before 
this process began. 

244 North Main Street Concord, NH 03301 Phone: 603-229-1644 Fax: 603-225-4923 advisurs@acciorierouu.corn 
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The IE reviewed al l  questions posted on the RFP Website, and reviewed each answer prepared by 
TEP in response to  questions. Questions and answers posted on the Website were available to  all 
registered users. Additionally, Bidders were provided with a confidential “message board” for confidential 
exchanges with TEP. The IE monitored al l  message board exchanges between Bidders and TEP. Also, the 
IE responded to  every direct contact from a Bidder. All questions, answers and message board exchanges 
are retained on the Website should a regulator desire to  review the process. 

The IE was contacted by potential and actual Bidders throughout the process, with the vast 
majority of those contacts being ones that were appropriately redirected to  the Website Q&A feature. 
No Bidder contacted the IE claiming the RFP process, Bid process, or any aspect of the RFP was unfair, 
discriminatory, or in any way was biased for or against any Bidder or type of Bidder. As noted below, one 
individual contacted the IE as the Bid period closed asking to  have the Bid period extended. That request 
was denied. 

In summary, the IE believes the RFP was designed to  be fair and adhered to  the rules of the 
standards developed by the Arizona Corporation Commission (“ACC” or “Commission”)’. All Bidders had 
access to  the same information at the same time and had multiple opportunities before the Bid process 
commenced to  identify what they believed to  be shortcomings in the RFP, and to  offer suggestions for 
making the RFP attractive to  competitive Bidding. The IE met with Bidders during the site visit and met 
with each Short-listed Bidder during two days of face to  face meetings between TEP personnel and each 
Short-listed Bidder. At no time did any Bidder who submitted a Bid present a complaint about the RFP 
process, standards or execution. 

The IE believes the RFP was conducted fairly and that all Bids were evaluated using the same 
standards and procedures. Further, the IE conducted an independent review of all Bids and concurs with 
the final selections made by TEP. 

II. INDEPENDENT EVALUATOR 

A. ABOUT THE INDEPENDENT EVALUATOR 

With more than thirty-five years of in-depth experience in electric, gas, and water utilities, Accion 
Group’s diverse consortium of consultants provides insightful, candid, and practical advice to  the utility 
industry and their associated government regulatory bodies. Headquartered in Concord, New Hampshire, 
with a branch office in suburban Washington, D.C. and consulting affiliates nationwide, Accion’s 
specialties range from competitive procurement and utility management to  construction monitoring and 
nuclear decommissioning. 

Since i ts  incorporation in 2001, Accion has been routinely involved in high-profile consulting 
engagements, thus securing a reputation as one of the premier firms providing independent review of 
utility procurement practices. Accion has served as Independent Evaluator, Independent Monitor, or 

Accion Group was retained by the ACC in 2003 to establish standards and processes for conducting competitive solicitations by 
utilities. Accordingly, Accion is well versed in the Commission expectations and goals for fair and impartial RFPs. 

~~ ~ 
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Independent Observer to  state commissions for 84 competitive solicitations in markets including 
California, Hawaii, Georgia, Colorado, Oregon, Florida, Washington, and Arizona. Accion Group has also 
assisted utilities in the preparation for, and the conduct of, power supply solicitations in Maryland, 
Massachusetts and Nevada. Having reviewed proposals for generation by renewable sources (including 
wind, solar, bio-mass, wave action, storage, low-head hydroelectric, geothermal, and methane capture), 
as well as for generation by new-build facilities using nuclear power, natural gas, and coal fuels, our 
consultants are well-versed in the subtleties of utility procurement practices. 

The evolution in the electric energy industry includes consideration of storage capability. Accion 
Group personnel have participated in solicitations for energy storage solicitations in Oregon and California 
where storage is being deployed in response to  transmission constraints, instead of construction of new 
transmission lines. 

Our ultimate goal as IE is the same as the purchasing utility and state regulators: ensuring the 
solicitation obtains the best deal possible for ratepayers, given current market and regulatory conditions 
in terms of both price and non-price factors. 

B. THE IE’S ROLE IN TEP’s RFP PROCESS 

As IE, Accion reviewed the process designed by TEP prior to releasing the RFP. This review 
included the following: 

0 

0 

The Company’s efforts to identify prospective Bidders and publicize the RFP; 

The terms and conditions that would control both the RFP process and any resulting 
contracts; 

The evaluation criteria and methodology to  be employed; 

The procedures employed to  ensure that all Bidders would have access to  the same 
information a t  the same time; and, 

The form and content of al l  RFP documents. 

0 

0 

0 

Accion Group designed and operated a Website, (“Website”), for 
the exchange and capture of all RFP-related information, and monitored all Website activity. The Website 
facilitated our ability t o  closely monitor communications during the RFP process. Accion Group 
participated in the Bidders’ Conference and reviewed the Company’s response to  each question posed by 
Bidders. Further, the IE attended each meeting with each Short-listed Bidder, at  which time the Bidder 
was invited to  provide details on equipment to  be deployed and answered questions from TEP personnel 
and the IE. 

’ TEP confirmed from the outset that there would be no Bids from any affiliate, so the code of 
conduct restrictions the IE normally requires were unnecessary in this RFP. 

Ill. BACKGROUND 

TEP commenced this RFP to  determine the market willingness to  provide energy storage in the 
Tucson environment. TEP arranged with the University of Arizona to  provide a secure site at  the 

, ) & & I O N  GROUP 
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University’s Energy Park, and TEP identified the possibility of siting storage units a t  an existing sub-station. 
Accordingly, TEP removed from the Bidder the obligation of finding a suitable site for the project. 

As explained to  the IE, TEP management determined that energy storage could be integrated into 
the company’s portfolio of supply options to  meet supply requirements during periods of high demand 
and constraint. To fully appreciate the available options, TEP imposed few constraints on designs and 
equipment. A t  the same time, to  assure TEP that a successful Bidder would have the ability to  complete 
the project, TEP imposed the following requirements: 

0 

0 

0 

Experience in developing and operating a t  least 10 MW of energy storage; 

Market capitalization of a t  least $5 billion; 

The proposed facility would have the capability of providing a consistent 10 MW of 
capacity for 10 years; and 

The successful Bidder would be responsible for full decommissioning and site restoration 
a t  the end of the contract term. 

0 

Each Bid was subject to  a $7,500 Bid fee to  defray some of the cost of conducting the RFP. 

The IE initially questioned the appropriateness of a market capitalization that exceeded TEP’s 
value, but agreed to  reserve judgment until after the Bidder conference in orderto gauge market response 
to  each requirement. The fact that 81 companies claimed to  qualify as Bidders * convinced the IE that 
the requirement was not a barrier t o  participation by substantial and experienced developers. 

IV. PROCUREMENT GUIDELINES 

Accion Group worked with TEP to design a competitive Procurement Website to securely and 
efficiently manage the RFP process. Structured on Accion Group’s proprietary Procurement Website 
platform, the underlying principles of the IE’s RFP Procurement Website were to execute a solicitation 
process that met both ACC and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) standards, while 
providing information to  Bidders in an equal, understandable, and transparent manner, and allowing al l  
registrants to  participate in the Bidding process with confidentiality. The IE’s Website was designed to  
provide complete security for confidential documents and anonymity for Bidders, thus avoiding unequal 
treatment or unfair bias towards or against any Bidder. The Website facilitated exchanges with interested 
parties before the Bid date, managed Bidder Conference information, and handled Bids and post-Bid 
exchanges. 

Companies were required to present proof of $5 billion market capitalization at the time of bidding, so neither the IE nor TEP 
researched the qualifications of firms until bids were presented. 

) & & C I O N  GROUP 
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A. COMPLIANCE WITH FERC GUIDELINES 

As noted, TEP confirmed there would not be an affiliate Bidder before the process was begun and, 
thus, the FERC solicitation requirements need not be met. However, as a standard practice Accion uses 
the FERC standards when conducting RFPs and when evaluating the fairness of a solicitation. The IE does 
this because the standards are known to  the major market participants, and because the standards are 
sufficiently rigid to  provide appropriate guidance to  utilities. 

In 1991, FERC first articulated these requirements in the case of Boston Edison Company re: Edgar 
Electric C ~ m p a n y . ~  The Edgar case established three criteria that must be met if an affiliate is to  be 
awarded a contract from an RFP: (1) the RFP must be designed and implemented without undue 
preference for the affiliate; (2) the analysis of proposals received must not favor the affiliate, particularly 
as to  non-price factors; and (3) if the affiliate is selected for a contract, i t s  selection must be based on a 
reasonable combination of price and non-price factors. These Edgar criteria were intended to both ensure 
ratepayers are protected and that transactions with an affiliate are above suspicion. On July 29,2004, the 
FERC issued “Order Granting Authorization to  Make Affiliate sa le^"^, which contained a set of guidelines 
that FERC uses today to  evaluate the fairness of RFPs and ensure it satisfies the Edgar criteria. These 
guidelines are commonly referred to  as the Allegheny guidelines. The Allegheny guidelines are described 
in the Order as follows: 

The underlying principle when evaluating an RFP under the Edgar criteria is that no 
affiliate should receive undue preference during any stage of the RFP. The following four 
guidelines will help the Commission determine if an RFP satisfies that underlying principle. 

1. Transparency: The competitive solicitation process should be open and fair. 
2. Definition: The product or products sought through the competitive solicitation should 

be precisely defined. 
3. Evaluation: Evaluation criteria should be standardized and applied equally to all Bids 

and Bidders. 
4. Oversight: An independent third party should design the solicitation, administer 

Bidding, and evaluate Bids prior to the company’s  election.^ 

Whether serving as IE or Independent Monitor, Accion Group expects utilities to  adhere to the 
highest standards for fairness and openness when conducting a competitive solicitation process. 
Similarly, Accion expects utilities to  establish and follow RFP protocols that are free from actual or 
perceived bias. To this end, we look to  the FERC-established Edgar criteria, along with the standards 
established by the Commission for competitive Bidding, to  judge the quality of TEP’s RFP process. To 
ensure transparency and fairness throughout the RFP process, TEP used Accion Group’s IE Procurement 
Website platform to  transmit the RFP, al l  related RFP documents and RFP information, and to  

Edgar Electric Company, 55 F.E.R.C n 61,382 (1991) 
4Allegheny Energy Supply Company, LLC, 108 F.E.R.C ll 61,082 (2004) 

108 F.E.R.C 7 61,082 (2004) at 22 
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communicate with Bidders during the solicitation process. Doing so facilitated TEP’s compliance with 

FERC’s Allegheny guidelines and the Commission’s rules on Request for Proposals Procedure under 
Chapter 515-3-4, “Integrated Resource Planning,” of the Commission’s General Rules. 

As IE, Accion found that the Company’s procurement process adhered to  the FERC-established 
Allegheny guidelines outlined above. The IE Website functioned in a manner that met the strict protocols 
of transparency, definition, evaluation and oversight, as defined by FERC. In the remainder of this section, 
we present a detailed overview of how each of the four FERC Guidelines was met and documented on the 
Website. 

1. Transparency Principle 

Transparency is the free flow of information to all parties. (108 F.E. R.C 7 61,082 at 23) 

The transparency principle requires the RFP process to  be open and fair to  al l  participants. The IE 
Website used for the TEP RFP provided al l  parties with Procurement Website access to  the same 
information a t  the same time. Bidders were required to  use the Website for access to  al l  information, 
including documents provided by the Company and answers to  questions posed by Bidders. All solicitation 
information was date-stamped when posted, and al l  RFP documents and data were able to  be accessed 
by registered users a t  any time. Whenever a document was uploaded, a question was posed, an answer 
posted, or a calendar event listed, all registered users of the Website were able to  view this information 
immediately. Automatic emails were sent to  every registered user notifying them of the new information 
available and directing users to  the specific site page where it could be located. 

Instead of individually inviting specific Bidders, the utility should allow all interested 
parties to Bid on the RFP. All aspects of the competitive solicitation should be widely 
publicized. (108 F. E. R.C 7 61,082 at 23) 

The IE Procurement Website allowed all interested parties to  register for complete access to  the 
procurement site. Any individual or company visiting the site was welcomed to  complete a pre- 
qualification questionnaire and submit their registration as a potential Bidder. Pre-qualification 
questionnaires were evaluated against set criteria to  determine Bidder eligibility. Moreover, users could 
register as “non-Bidders” to  have full access to  the site, except for the ability to  submit a bid and access 
to  individualized, confidential Bid Books (”Bid Book”). The IE Procurement Website was available to  the 
public and was also easily accessible via search engine and the Commission’s Website. Announcements 
about the RFP were posted on the Website and available to the public. Registered users were sent 
automatically generated notices whenever an announcement was posted. The Website preserved a copy 
of every announcement, even after it was removed from public viewing. 

“Any communication between RFP issuer and Bidder that are not part of the Bid should be made 
available to all other Bidders.”(108 F.E.R.C 7 61,082 at 23) 

All communication between TEP and Bidders that was not specific to  an individual Bid was made 
available to  other Bidders through pages accessible on the IE Procurement Website. For example, al l  users 
registered to  the site were able to  access the “Q&A” page, where questions and answers were posted 
while maintaining Bidder confidentiality. When Bidders posed questions to  TEP, the questions, along with 

ION GROUP 
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the answers, were posted to  the “Q&A” page and an automatic email was sent to  al l  registered users 
alerting them of new communication posted to  the site. The Procurement Website’s secure data 
collection feature ensured that the identity of the Bidders posing the questions remained anonymous. All 
questions posted during the Bidders’ Conference were recorded and subsequently posted on the Website, 
along with answers from TEP. 

Any communication between the Bidder and TEP relating to  the Bidder’s specific Bid proposal 
remained confidential, and was retained in a secure folder accessible only by the Bidder, TEP personnel 
and the IE. 

Neqotiation may occur after the Biddino; for example, when a Short List has been 
compiled or a winner has been selected. (108 F. E. R.C 61,082 at 26) 

The Procurement Website was designed to manage the exchange of documents during post-Bid 
negotiations, mitigating any transparency concerns and providing a continued online conduit for 
information exchanges during the RFP process. Each Bidder received a secure Bid Book, through which 
information was exchanged with TEP. These Bid Books contain folders specifically designated for al l  
messages between the Bidder and the Company, allowing for postings of contracts and negotiation- 
related communications. All communications and post-Bid negotiations were monitored by the IE, and 
the IE attended each discussion session, either in person or via teleconference. Each post-Bid document 
was date-stamped when uploaded to  the respective Bid Book, providing the Company and the 
Commission with a permanent record of the solicitation and related negotiations. 

2. Definition Principle 

The product or products souuht throuqh the RFP should be defined in a manner that is 
clear and nondiscriminatory. (108 F.E.R.C 7 61,082 at 27) 

Draft RFP documents were posted on the Website and anonymous comments were solicited from 
prospective Bidders, thereby ensuring that the products sought through the final version of the RFP were 
defined in a clear manner understandable to  al l  Bidders. The Website also featured a “Q&A” page on 
which any registered user to  the Website was able to  post questions anonymously regarding products 
being sought in the RFP. The question submitted and the answer provided by the utility, Commission 
Staff, or the IE, and were accessible to  registered users immediately after the information was posted. 

If there are chanqes in the product specification, re-Bids should be allowed. 

( I O ~ F . E . R . C ~  61,082 0t27) 

3. Evaluation Principle 

RFPs should clearly specify the price and non-price criteria under which Bids will be 
evaluated. (108 F.E.R.C 7 61,082 at 29) 

The RFP documents provided clear and complete product definitions and disclosure of the 
evaluation process. With respect to  this aspect of the RFP, no prospective participants submitted 
questions or clarifications to  the IE Website regarding either the product definitions or the evaluation 
process included in the RFP materials. In addition, Accion Group found the RFP documents to  be 
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thorough, accurate, and complete. TEP’s criteria for the project and the potential counter-party were well 
defined and presented so that al l  participants were aware of them. 

RFP issuer and Bidders will usually need to divulae commercially sensitive information in 
the solicitation process. (108 F.E.R.C 761,082 at 31) 

In order to  ensure confidentiality and security throughout the online Bidding process, the 
Procurement Website featured a 128 Bit security certificate to  ensure the privacy and security of all 
transactions made through the solicitation platform. Furthermore, every Bidder automatically received a 
secure Bid Book folder for all Bid-related documents. This Bid Book served as a secure repository of 
confidential Bid-related information enabling Bidders, the IE, and the Company to  securely post relevant 
documents and communications while maintaining Bidder anonymity and ensuring that commercially 
sensitive information was not inadvertently released to  the public or to  other Bidders. Only the named 
Bidder, the IE, certain TEP personnel, and the Company were able to  access documents in each Bid Book 
folder. 

In addition, the Website maintained comprehensive logs detailing when a user was logged in, and 
what actions were taken while on the Website (such as page views or document uploads and downloads). 
As a result, any questions regarding privacy or questionable access to  documents could be answered by 
reviewing Website access and user logs, which confirm every action taken on the site. 

4. Oversight Principle 

Effective oversiaht of competitive solicitations can be accomplished by usina an 
independent third party in the desian, administration, and evaluation staaes of the 
competitive solicitation process. (108 F. E. R.C 7 61,082 at 32) 

Accion‘s oversight as IE began before the draft RFP was released for public review. All aspects of 
the RFP were managed through the Website, ensuring security, transparency, and confidentiality, while 
also creating a permanent log of al l  RFP activity. All registration, pre-qualification, Bidding, 
communication, Q&A, and post-Bid exchanges were handled through the Website’s secure online RFP 
management system, allowing Accion to  provide effective oversight of the entire RFP process, and making 
review of the process possible with date-stamped entries. These Website records and logs serve as a 
permanent record of TEP‘s solicitation process, providing the Company and the Commission with the date 
and time of every action taken by Bidders, the utility, the Commission, and the IE. 

A minimum criterion for independence is that the third party has no financial interest in 
any of the potential Bidders, includinq the affiliate, or in the outcome of the process. In 
this context ‘independence’ means that the third party’s decision-makina process is 
independent of the affiliate and all Bidders. (108 F. E. R.C 7 61,082 at 33) 

Accion had no financial interest in any of the potential Bidders, TEP, TEP affiliates, or in the 
outcome of the process, and would not have accepted this engagement if there had been even the 
appearance of a conflict of interest. This independence is periodically reviewed by the Commission. 

The independent third party should be able to make a determination that the RFP process 
is transparent and fair. The independent third party’s role as the sole link for transmittinq 
information between potential Bidders and RFP issuer would also help to ensure that the 
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d the 
RFP issuer, and provided all Bidders with 24-7, real-time access to  updates, documents, announcements, 
and al l  Bid-related communications and information. The Website allowed the IE to  monitor every 
question, comment, document upload, and interaction during the solicitation. Because anonymity, 
confidentiality, and security are fundamental built-in components of the RFP Website platform, the IE is 
able to  make a demonstrably strong judgment as to  the fairness of TEP‘s RFP process. 

B. PROCUREMENT WEBSITE 

Once the IE released the TEP RFP Website, general information relating to  the ESS solicitation was 
available to  the public, and individuals were able to  register on the Website as either Bidders or Non- 
Bidders. Upon registration, each individual received an automatic email notification acknowledging 
successful registration to  the Site along with an individual User ID and automatically generated password. 
In addition, they received an attached “Website Tutorial” explaining use of the Website and Bid process, 
offering a brief overview of the Website as registrants proceeded through the RFP process, including flow 
of communications, accessing and uploading documents and how to ask questions. The use of Screen 
Captures from the actual RFP site further served to  make the process user-friendly. The Tutorial was also 
available to  al l  public users as a link on the Website navigation bar. 

In addition to  the Website Overview provided to  al l  IE Website users, the IE Website provided a 
Bidders’ Tutorial in the Documents section for all potential Bidders to  follow step-by-step instructions to 
process online Bids. The tutorial covered the steps taken to  submit the pre-qualification form, complete 
and submit an online Bid, and uploading documents. 

Once a Bidder started a Bid, the Bidder was automatically provided with a confidential, personal 
Bid Book that provided a secure platform where all documentation and al l  communication between TEP 
and Bidders was captured. This created a permanent record of all interactions. Once the Bid period 
closed, nearly all exchanges6 between TEP and a Bidder were done through the Message Board and the 
individual, secure Bid Book. Both TEP and the Bidder could upload memos and other documents through 
the message board that were also recorded in the Bid Book, and the Website generated an automatic 
email to  alert the other party of the interaction. Non-Bidders had access to  all public information other 
than the Bid Form. 

Communication with Bidders also consisted of the IE and TEP sending “blast” emails from the 
Website, which made certain that registrants received the same information pertaining to  RFP 
developments a t  the same time. For example, in the days prior t o  the Bid submission date Bidders were 
sent a reminder. 

As noted, discussions were conducted with Short-listed Bidders. Those discussions were monitored by the IE. 

L W I O N  GROUP 
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TEP and Accion collaborated to  produce Announcements, Calendar events, Frequently Asked 
Questions (“FAQ”), RFP documents, and a Question and Answer (“Q&A”) page on the Website in order to  
provide all registrants with up-to-date information. 

All registered users of the Website received automatic email announcements whenever an 
announcement, document or FAQ was posted, and when the schedule was adjusted. 

RFP INFORMATION WAS ACCESSIBLE AND CLEAR 

a. Frequently Asked Questions (“FAQs”) 

The FAQs page displayed answers to  the most commonly asked questions about the Website and 
the ESS RFP. TEP’s FAQs were accessible to  the public and included topics that ranged from 
Interconnection, Technology, Terms, and Website Operation and what to  do if a Bidder had a question 
that involved confidential information regarding a project. If the answer to  a question was not available 
on this page, Bidders were instructed to  check the Q&A page to  see if their question was previously 
answered. If their question was not answered on the FAQs page, they were instructed to  post their 
question on the Q&A page, and to  not contact TEP directly. 

b. Questions and Answers (“QaA”) 

All registered users of the RFP Website had the ability to  anonymously submit questions via the 
online Question and Answer page. 

Questions and Answers were visible to  al l  public and registered users of the Website immediately 
after being posted. The Company and the IE automatically received an email notification of the questions 
posted, without identifying the individual posting the inquiry. TEP responded to  Bidders by posting 
answers to  questions on the Website. When a question was posted the individual who posed the question 
received an automatically generated email from the Website with the answer. 

A total of 116 questions were posted on the Q&A page prior to  the Bid date, and TEP or the IE 
answered all questions. Most questions were answered within two (2) business days of being posted to  
the Website, with the majority of questions answered within 24 hours of being asked. The technical 
nature of some questions required longer response time, but the IE believes all questions were addressed 
in sufficient time to  be employed by Bidders when developing Bids. The anonymity of the Q&A page 
ensured that al l  Bidders had immediate access to  questions and answers that were posted, and that TEP 
considered questions without regard for the source. 

The Website sorted al l  questions by four categories: Installation, Technology, Transmission and 
Other. The ability to  sort the Q&A’s by category on the Q&A page provided ease in determining where 
Bidders had concerns without TEP or the IE having to  review them individually and or manually sort by 
topic. Seven percent of the questions related to  Installation, three percent were transmission related, 
thirty-five percent were in the technology category and the remaining fifty-five percent of the questions 
asked via the Q&A were in the “Other” category. Once the Bid date passed, the opportunity to  ask 
questions via the Q&A was terminated; the Bidders were directed to  ask questions regarding their Bids 
using the “Messages” feature only. 
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Figure 1 

The IE believes the public Q&A feature permitted al l  Bidders to  have access to  the same 
information a t  the same time, because all questions were visible as soon as the individual posted the 
query. Similarly, a l l  Bidders had access 
to  the answers provided by TEP 
personnel. TEP personnel referred all 
inquiries to  the Website, and the IE 
believes no TEP personnel provided 
information via email or otherwise to  
any prospective Bidder. 

The IE believes all Bidders were 
provided access to  the same 
information a t  the same time, and that 

Questions Asked via the RFP Website Q&4 

Other. 64 

Installation. 8 

chnolopy,41 
35% 

all  information exchanged between TEP and Bidders was through the Website. Accordingly, the IE 
believes al l  Bidders were treated in the same manner and that the Company has available, for i t s  review, 
a complete record of the RFP. 

In addition to  the features available to  Bidders on the IE Website, the IE responded to  emails and 
telephone calls in the event Bidders were confused and selected “contact the IE” instead of posting a 
question on the Q&A page. Typically, the Bidder desired guidance on the RFP process, and then 
proceeded unaided once redirected to the IE Website. 

The questions raised in the Q&A provided another opportunity for the IE and TEP to gauge the 
clarity of the RFP materials. The IE believes the public Q&A feature permitted al l  Bidders to have access 
to  the same information a t  the same time. 

c. Message Board 

The “Messages” feature was activated for registered Bidders after the Bidders’ Conference on 
May 12, 2015. On the RFP Website, Bidders were able to  correspond with the Company through the 
confidential ‘Messages’ link on the navigation bar. This correspondence was monitored by the IE, but was 
not available to  persons other than the individual Bidder and TEP personnel. Prior to  the Bid due date, 
the Messages feature was used only for questions that disclosed confidential Bid-specific information, and 
therefore, could not be asked via the Q&A. If a message was not confidential information unique to  the 
Bidder, the questioner was redirected to  the Q&A. 

__ 
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Figure 2 

- The 'Manage Messages' page 
allowed Bidders to  type a question into a 

I_ text box, and give the message a subject 
name. Bidders had the option to  select if 
the message corresponded to  a specific 
Bid. 

The Company responded via the 
same method, and the conversation was 
preserved on the Manage Messages page. 

TEP personnel referred al l  inquiries to  the Website, and the IE believes TEP personnel did not 
provide information via email or otherwise to any prospective Bidder. All correspondence exchanged via 
the Message board was preserved for review by the Commission. 

There were 72 messages exchanged via the Message Board on the Website. Bidders submitted 44 
Messages to  the Company, and 28 Messages were submitted by TEP/Administration either responding to 
specific Bidders' questions, or requesting Bid clarifications. The considerable number of communications 
via the Message Board signified there were robust exchanges with Bidders, but more importantly, 
quantified documentation of the exchanges. 

C. POTENTIAL BIDDERS 

When the IE RFP Website was released, a notice was sent to  all individuals who previously 
registered with TEP as desiring t o  receive notice of RFPs and t o  a RFP "contact list" of individuals who 
registered on the Accion Power Website for notification when the RFP Website was launched. The IE sent 
a notice of the RFP to  individuals who have participated in other energy storage solicitations that Accion 
Group conducted. TEP also released a notice to  a variety of media sites. The IE is satisfied that TEP used 
reasonable efforts to  disseminate information about this RFP. There were 166 persons registered on the 
IE Website; 81  as Bidders from 12 states, and 85 registered Non-Bidders. 

This response rate confirms that the market was well aware of this RFP. 

Figure 3 

1 States Represented I # of Bidders/Non-Bidders Registered I 
Alabama 

Arizona 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

I District of Columbia I 1 1 
I Georgia I 3 I 
I Idaho I 2 I 
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Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Missouri 

Nevada 

New Hampshire (IE/Admin) 

New York 

North Carolina 

Oregon 

Rhode Island 

. Tennessee 

1 States Represented I ## of Bidders/Non-Bidders Registered I 

7 

3 

2 

1 

7 
12 

5 

6 

1 

3 

Illinois 

Virginia 

Washington 

6 

1 

3 

I Indiana I 1 I 

Wisconsin 

Total 

2 

166 

9 

The following figures show the breakdown of al l  registered users on the TEP RFP Website. 

Figure 4 

1 
Total Registrants (Pre 5/29/2015) - 18 7 1 

4.27% 0.61% 0.61% 
Bidders 
Test Bidders 
Non-Bidders 

5 
3.05% 

@ IE 
& TEP i 

! Test Company 
I ACC Staf f  I 1 

0.61% 

The initial Registered 
Users on the Website were 
those who registered prior to  
the mandatory site visit. 

On May 29,2015, TEP conducted the site visit a t  the Energy Park and a potential sub-station site. 
The RFP clearly stated that participation was mandatory for each Bidder in order to  proceed with the 
process. 
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After the site visit Bidders 
who did not appear on the site 
visit sign-in were contacted by the 
IE to  confirm they had not 
attended, either in person or by a 
representative. Those who were 
confirmed to  have foregone the 
site visit were removed from the 
active Bidder category on the IE 
Website, which resulted in them 
not being permitted to pursue 
with the Bid process. 

A comparison of the expression of interest in the RFP before the Site Visit, and the serious Bidders 
after the Site Visit is shown on the following figure. 

Figure 5 

---~--x_I. -~ ~- __-- - 
1 Total Registrants [Post 5/29/2015) - 166 

Blclder 

Test Bidder 

Not?-Bidder 

IE 

1 EP 

Test Company 

ACC Staff 

1 
0.60% 

Figure 6 

i 

Test Company ACC Staff 

D. RFP DOCUMENTS 

The RFP documents were prepared by TEP and shared with the IE before being released via the IE 
Website. The IE worked closely with TEP personnel to  prepare the materials so they accurately reflected 
the product being requested, and so there was no ambiguity in any of the required specifications. The IE 
believes the RFP Documents provided all necessary detail t o  permit a qualified Bidder to  understand the 
terms and conditions of the RFP, and to prepare a responsive Bid. Particular attention was paid to  ensure 
that there was no bias for or against any storage type or any of the identified technology options. This 
was of concern to  TEP personnel because the company was agnostic as t o  technology and wanted to  use 
the RFP process to  investigate energy storage options. 

L-IOM GROUP 
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The RFP terms, such as pricing structure, creditworthiness, transmission interconnection, and 
reliability, were equally applicable to  a l l  Bidders and no Bidder contacted the IE to  identify confusion with 
the requirements or any perceived bias. 

E. BIDDERS' CONFERENCE 

Potential Bidders and interested persons were invited to  participate in a Bidders' Conference a t  

which they could ask questions regarding the RFP. In addition they were encouraged to  post anonymous 
questions, via the Q&Afeature available on the Website. As discussed earlier in this report, each question 
was reviewed by TEP, and the IE before being posted on the IE Website. A number of potential Bidders 
availed themselves of these opportunities and when the Q&A page was closed to  new questions, 116 
questions were received through the Q&A. In the interest of efficiency, and to  avoid unnecessary expense 
for Bidders, the Bidders Conference was conducted as a webinar. The Bidders' Conference resulted in an 
additional 45 questions, which were posted with answers on the RFP Website. 

TEP held the online Bidder Conference on May 12,2015, to  answer questions and seek input on 
the RFP from registered Bidders. 

Conference call information was sent starting on May 6, 2015, to  those who had registered for 
the Bidder Conference. 

From: tepie@acciongroup.com 
To: [Bidder] 
Subject: TEP Bidder Conference Reminder 

You are receiving this message as you have registered for  the TEP Bidder 
Conference call for today at I:00pm PPT 
Access to the webinar is limited to those that registered. 
Please do not share the call-in details with others to ensure all those that 
registered can attend the conference. 
hitus repes r r c c i o i r ~ o w t ~  corn 
Logged: 5/12/2015 11:19:06 AM 

TEP personnel gathered questions posed during the Bidder Conference and on May 29, 2015, a 
PDF file of written responses to  each of the forty-five (45) questions raised a t  the Conference were posted 
to  the Documents page on the Website. Bidders were advised that the written responses were to  be 
relied upon when preparing Bids. 100 persons participated in the webinar Bidder Conference. 

F. SITE VISIT 

The site visit was conducted on May 20, 2015, beginning a t  1O:OO AM local time. Pre-registration 
was required to meet security concerns, and to  ensure that sufficient refreshments were available to keep 
al l  participants properly hydrated. A total of 38 potential Bidders attended the site visit. A list of 
attendees was posted on the IE Website and used to  confirm which firms met the minimum requirement 
of attending the site visit. 

During the site walk a t  the Energy Park and a t  the sub-station a total of 52 questions were asked 
by potential Bidders. TEP provided written responses to  each question, with the final responses posted 
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on the IE Website on June 10,2015. Bidders were advised that the written answers should be used when 
preparing Bids. 

VI. BID RECEIPT 

Bids were initially due on June 17, 2015, however the date was extended to  June 19,2015 to  
afford Bidders additional time to  refine Bids. Two (2) weeks prior to  the initial Bid closure date, the IE 
sent the following reminder to  al l  Bidders registered on the TEP Website that Bids were due June 17, 
2015, a t  1:00 PM PPT. 

From tepie@acciongroup corn 
To: [Bidder] 

Subject. TEP ESS Bid Close in 2 Weeks 
The TEP ESS Bidperiod will end in two weeks on Friday June 17, 2015 at 
1:OOpm PPT Please use the to submit your 
Bid($ before the deadline in 

The Bid form has been updated to include additional pricing options and are 
bmit up to 3 pricing options 
to offer more pricing options. 

Ifyou have any non-project specific questions regarding the form, please ask 
them on the Q&A page and TEP will respondpromptly. 

For any project specific questions, please contact TEP through Messages on the 
We bsite. 

For information regarding payment of Bid fees, please refer to the Independent 
Evaluator documents on the Documents page. 

Thank you. 

On June 12, 2015, a second reminder notice was emailed to al l  Bidders reminding them of the 
two-day extension and indicating they had one (1) week to  submit their Bids. 

From: tepie@acciongroup. corn 
To: [Bidder] 

Subject: TEP ESS Bid Close in I Week 

The TEP ESS Bidperiod will end in I week on Friday June 19, 2015 at 1:OOpm 
PPT Please use the htqx. /,?eioes. uc~ionjx)wer-.com to submit your Bid(s) before 
the deadline in order to be accepted 

Ifyou have any non-project specific questions regarding the form, please ask 
them on the Q&A page and TEP will respondpromptly. 

For any project specific questions, please contact TEP through Messages on the 
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Website. 

For information regarding payment of Bid fees, please refer to the Independent 
Evaluator documents on the Documents page. 

Thank you. 

From: tepie@acciongroup. com 
To: [Bidder] 

An additional reminder was sent two (2) days before Bids were due. 

Subject TEP Energy Storage RFP Upcoming Bid Close NotiJcation 
The TEP ESS Bid period will end in 2 business days on Friday June 19, 2015 at 
I 0Opm PPT Please use the h f @ r  fepes rrL.cionlmttri w n i  to submit your 
Bid($ before the deadline in order to be accepted 

Wiring instructions to submit your Bid fees are provided in the attached 
document and can also be found in the Independent Evaluator documents on 
the Documentspage of the Website. 

rfvou have any non-project specific questions regarding the form, please ask 
them on the Q&A page and TEP will respondpromptly. 

For any project specific questions, please contact TEP through Messages on the 
Website. 

Thank you. 

A final reminder was emailed to all Bidders informing them the Bid period closure in 24 hours. 

From: tepie@acciongroup.com 
To: [Bidder] 

Subjecl TEP Energy Storage RFP [Jpcoming Bid Close Notification 
The TEP ESS Bid period will end in 24 hours on Friday June 19, 2015 at 
I 0Opm PPT Please use the htiiiE I W ~ E  ~~ccionmmer coni to submit your 
Bid($ before the deadline in order to be accepted 

Wiring instructions to submit your Bid fees are provided in the attached 
document and can also be found in the Independent Evaluator documents on 
the Documents page of the Website. 

rfvou have any non-project specific questions regarding the form, please ask 
them on the Q&A page and TEP will attempt to respondpromptly. However, 
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please note that TEP is unable to guarantee that answers will be provided at this 
point in the process. 

For any project specific questions, please contact TEP through Messages on the 
Website. Please note that TEP is unable to guarantee that answers will be 
provided at this point in the process. 

The IE believes the record of reminders establishes a solid record of TEP’s efforts to 
involve as many Bidders as possible in the RFP process. 

V. BIDDETAILS 

A. BIDDERS EVALUATION FEES (“Bid Fees”) 

A Bid Fee was required to  help defray costs of the evaluation of Bids. All Bidders were required 
to  submit with each Bid, a non-refundable Bid Fee of Seven thousand five hundred dollars ($7,500). Bid 
Fees were paid electronically t o  Accion Group. 

Without a Bid Fee, ratepayers would be charged the entire cost of conducting the RFP, including 
the cost of personnel to  review al l  Bids, regardless of the quality of each Bid. Additionally, without a Bid 
Fee there would have been no incentive for a Bidder to  limit Bids to  their best offers, and every 
incentive to  file Bids that were redundant, except for small variations. The IE believes the Bid Fee was 
both reasonable and equally applied. 

B. ONE DISSATISFIED PARTICIPANT 

On June 19, 2015, by 1:00 PM Pacific Time, the on-line Bid form closed. 

A l ist  of the Bidder and receipt date is provided as CONFIDENTIAL All’ACHMENT, Appendix 1. A 

total of nineteen (19) companies submitted a total of twenty-one (21) Bids. 

All but one (1) company submitted Bids in time for the deadline on June 19, 2015. One (1) 
company contacted the IE and requested a deadline extension moments before the Bid Form 
automatically closed. After investigation and discussion with TEP personnel, the request was denied. A 
brief history of the Bidder is appropriate. The individual first contacted the IE and inquired about 
providing information regarding products the individual would like Bidders to  learn about. ’ 
Subsequently, the individual asked to  be switched from “non-Bidder” to  Bidder status on the IE Website. 
The individual registered for the mandatory site visit, but failed to  attend. When asked by the IE to  confirm 
they were not going to  proceed with the Bid process, the individual claimed to  have had a representative 

’ TEP permitted the IE to  create a “Vendors” file on the IE Website, and to list a brief statement of wares each vendor offered, 
along with contact information. Eight (8) vendors provided information that was posted to the Vendor Folder. 
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a t  the site visit. After another three days the individual identified someone who had attended the site 
visit as his representative. Based on that representation TEP permitted the individual to  remain as a 
Bidder on the IE Website. As of the day Bids were due this individual had failed to  start a Bid. He failed 
to  provide any of the required documents, complete any of the Bid form, or submit the Bid fee. However, 
minutes before the Bid form automatically closed, the individual contacted the IE and requested that the 
Bid process remain open to  him. When this was denied, ignoring the RFP strict prohibition against un- 
monitored discussions with TEP personnel, he proceeded to  attempt conversations with multiple persons 
a t  TEP, including the CEO and in-house counsel. 

The IE believes TEP was correct in not permitting this individual to  fashion a Bid after the Bid 
period had closed. Had the Bid been substantially completed, e.g., missing only one document, the IE 
believes TEP personnel would likely have been more flexible, but that was not the case. 

Figure 7 

To permit this individual to  
begin a Bid after the Bid period 
closed would have been 
preferential treatment of one 
Bidder that was not permitted 
pursuant to  the RFP protocols. 

As depicted in Figure 7, 
other Bidders were able to  submit 
timely Bids. 

Figure 8 

When Bids were Submitted on the Website 

10 

Final 24 hours Final hour z Post deadline 
Submission Period Related to E., :losing 

Post-Bid Deadline - All Bids 

4 Deleted 
14% 

4 Pending 
14% 

Figure 8 presents Bid activity 
through the date of submission. 
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C. TECHNOLOGY 

As noted TEP did not restrict Bids to  a particular technology or manufacturer, opting instead to  
rely on the market to  provide the best options currently available. The IE believes this approach was 
appropriate since TEP was not attempting to  expand an existing technology within the company’s 
portfolio. As seen on the following table, battery technology continues to  be preferred by developers, 
while there is no heavy favorite for which battery type is recommended for this application. 

Figure 9 

I Technolonv TvPe I Number of Submitted Bids I 
Battery 20 
Flvwheel 1 

Battery Type Number of Short listed Bids 
NMC - Lithium-ion 3 

1 LTO - Lithium Titanate I 2 

I LFP- Lithium-ion I 1 I 
I LIP- Lithium-ion 1 1 I 

Total 7 

I Battery Manufacturer I Number of Short Listed Bids I 
I LG Chem I 3 I 

B YD 1 
Samsung SDI 1 

Toshiba 2 
Total 7 

VI. POST BID ACTIVITIES 

A. EVALUATION PROCESS - METHODOLOGY 

TEP personnel commenced evaluations immediately after the Bid process closed. During this 
period, clarifying requests were made of Bidders through the RFP Website and extensive evaluation was 
conducted of each Bid. TEP personnel discussed the evaluation status with the IE throughout this phase 
of the process. TEP engineers were responsible for reviewing the technical components of each proposal 
and providing a judgement as to  the suitability of components proposed by each Bidder. Significant 
weight was given to  the judgement of the engineers based on their responsibility for system reliability, 
after the introduction of what would be a novel component to  the company’s portfolio. Because the TEP 
RFP establish rigid credit-worthiness standards, review of financial capability was greatly simplified. The 
quantitative portion of the analysis was based on calculating the levelized net benefit of each project, 
based on a cumulative 10 year contract price. 
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Bid Number 

277-1 

184-1 

271-1 

The evaluation produced rankings that reviewed the experience of each Bidder, and the 
technology ranking performed by TEP engineers. The ranking also considered the response time 
commitment of the Bidder, and the assessed ability to  provide a firm delivery of 10 MWac for the full term 
of the contract. Because the Bidder is to  be contractually bound to  perform, with penalties for 
underperformance, the risk of failure is on the supplier, and TEP held firm to  this requirement throughout 
the process. 

This initial review produced a Short-list of 6 Bidders and 7 Bids. The range of cumulative prices 
reflects the options available to  TEP, and, in the opinion of the IE, the state of the energy storage industry. 

Figure 10 

(Redacted data provided in the Confidential Appendix) 

10-Year Cumulative Price 

Redacted 

Redacted 

Redacted 

I 311-1 I Redacted I 
I 262-1 I Redacted I 

I 1 230-1 I Redacted 

Once the Short-list was established other Bids were released. Through the IE Website TEP 
personnel sought additional details from some Bidders in advance of the face to  face, individual meetings 
conducted in Tucson on August 9 -10, 2015. The IE attended each of these meetings and actively 
participated in each discussion. Each Short-listed Bidder was invited to  summarize their proposal and the 
provide detail on the components they intended to employ. This process was appropriate as it was an 
opportunity to  confirm information provided as part of each Bid, and a forum for confirming the 
knowledge and experience of each remaining Bidder. 

The discussions clarified the battery technology each Bidder proposed to  deploy, and the 
manufacturer of major components. As with other emerging technologies, the energy storage industry 
continues to  experience a consolidation of manufacturers, with the less successful and less reliable 
suppliers being eliminated from the market place. 

During the early discussion with Short-listed Bidders it was determined that one of the Bids on the preliminary Short list was 
misunderstood, and when clarified it was eliminated. 

Bidders were informed by the IE that TEP personnel would review unsuccessful Bids with the respective Bidders, after final 
determinations were made. 
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Figure 11 

Number of Short Listed Bids with Corresponding Battery 
Munufadwets 

The discussions with the 
Short-listed Bidders confirmed pricing 
opportunities, as presented above. 
After confirmation of refinements of 
equipment being offered the ranking 
of Bids confirmed that the least cost 
options were also the best when 
evaluated for experience and business 
ranking. This process also confirmed 
that TEP could acquire twice the 
expected storage capacityfor less than 
the cost of the most expensive Short- 
listed Bid, which was presented from 

TEP personnel, rightly in 
the view of the IE, insisted on a 
high degree of certainty of 
successful deployment, and 
declined to  employ unproven 
technology. Accordingly, the 
acceptable technology and 
vendors were identified, and are 
summarized in the Figures 11 
and 12. 

Figure 12 

Battery Chemistry for Short LisFed Bids 

LIP - Lithium-ion 
m a 
F 

'E 
c LFP - Lithium-ion I 
P r 
U it LTO - Lithium titanate 

c a 
NMC - Lithium-ion 

c 1 2 > 4 

Number of Shorl Used Bids 

an established and credible company. Based on the result of the competitive process, TEP decided to  take 
advantage of the robust response and proceed with contracts with the two best ranked, and least 
expensive offers. 

B. INTERACTION WITH TEP PERSONNEL 

The IE was actively involved in all stages of RFP process and kept advised of the evaluation of each 
Bid. Frequent discussions were held concerning details of each Bid and TEP personnel were forthright in 
responding to  all questions posed by the IE. The IE experienced an open working relationship with the TEP 
personnel during the development of RFP documents, conduct of each phase of the process, and through 
the evaluation process. At  no time did the IE believe TEP personnel were less than forthcoming, or that 
critical personnel were held beyond the ability of the IE to  contact. 
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VII. CONCLUSION 

In summary, the IE believes a fair solicitation was conducted, that al l  Bidders had access to  the 
same information a t  the same time, and that all Bids were evaluated using the same criteria and 
standards. The documented exchanges between Bidders and TEP, as retained in the Q&A feature and 
the Website message board, confirms that TEP was responsive a t  every phase of the process, and that 
only Bid-specific exchanges were conducted on a confidential basis, and appropriately withheld from 
competing Bidders. 

The IE is unaware of any instance where TEP personnel held private discussions with prospective 
Bidders. Indeed, the IE was immediately advised when a disgruntled registered Bidder attempted to  reach 
TEP employees seeking special treatment, and the IE was advised the attempted contact was rebuffed. 

A-IOM GROUP 

244 North Main Street Concord, NH 03301 Phone 603-229-1644 Fax 603-225-4923 sdvtsor<@scclongiouo corn 


	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	II INDEPENDENT EVALUATOR
	111 BACKGROUND
	IV PROCUREMENT GUIDELINES
	A COMPLIANCE WITH FERCGUIDELINES
	B PROCUREMENT WEBSITE
	C POTENTIAL BIDDERS
	D RFP DOCUMENTS
	E BIDDERS‚ CONFERENCE
	F SITE VISIT

	VI BID RECEIPT
	BID DETAILS
	A BIDDERS‚ EVALUATION FEES (ﬁBID FEESﬂ)
	B ONE DISSATISFIED PARTICIPANT
	C TECHNOLOGY

	VI POST BID ACTIVITIES
	A EVALUATION PROCESS METHODOLOGY
	B INTERACTION WITH TEP PERSONNEL

	CONCLUSION
	Figure
	Battery
	Flvwheel
	NMC - Lithium-ion
	Total
	B YD
	Samsung SDI
	Toshiba
	Total




